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Summary 
Racial bias could have a relationship with the way social choices are made, but there is 
evidence that empathy could interfere in this relationship. This study investigates the extent to 
which the relationship between implicit racial bias and social decision-making depends on the 
degree of empathy in the person making the decisions. This study uses the ultimatum game, in 
which 45 adolescents accept or reject proposed splits of money from mainly Moroccan proposers 
and Dutch proposers. The study examines whether participants make a distinction between offers 
made by Moroccan proposers and offers from Dutch proposers.      
 Social decision-making is measured on four factors (a) the difference score of accepted bids 
(i.e., the difference between the proportion of Dutch offers and Moroccan offers accepted), (b) 
difference in slope (i.e., the difference in the degree of sensitivity to changes for Dutch versus 
Moroccan offers), (c) difference score of the indifference point (i.e., the difference in offer amounts 
that is required to accept Dutch versus Moroccan offers), and (d) difference in reaction time (i.e., 
how much faster Dutch offers are accepted in comparison with Moroccan offers). The results show 
no difference between the number of Moroccan and Dutch offers accepted. The only area in which 
racial bias appears to play a role is in difference in the degree to which adolescents are sensitive to 
changes in the Moroccan offers versus Dutch offers. This study has not proven that there is any 
relationship between empathy and decision-making. Instead, this research showed that the 
relationship between racial bias and the difference in the number of offers accepted is solely 
dependent on the degree of prosocial motivation possessed by the participant. The relationship of 
racial bias to the other three components of social decision-making is not proven to be dependent on 
prosocial motivation. This study also does not prove that the relationship of racial bias with social 
decision-making depends on cognitive empathy or affective empathy.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 
 
Chapter 1 – Introduction 
1.1 Social decision-making 
In daily life, people frequently make decisions that involve distributing valuable resources 
between themselves and others. Prior research has shown that most people have a preference for 
fairness when they have to make such decisions (Korth, 2009). The preference for fairness increases 
with age (Takagishi, Kameshima, Schug, Koizumi & Yamagishi, 2010). Despite this, there are 
exceptions to the preference for fairness. The extent to which people are willing to make fair 
decisions depends on both affective and cognitive factors. Affective factors are factors in which 
emotion is concerned. According to research, the most important emotion that people base their 
socioeconomic choices on is a sense of trust (Stanley, Sokol-Hessner, Banaji & Phelps, 2011). An 
important cognitive factor that affects decision-making is the previous experiences the person 
making the choice has with the other person involved. If there is no previous experience with the 
other person, then the information that is already available about the person or the group to which 
the person belongs is used (Stanley et al., 2011).       
Affective and cognitive factors in social decision-making are often distorted by prejudices 
and stereotypes about the particular group to which the other person belongs. Prejudices and 
stereotypes can be based on different characteristics, such as race, gender and social status. Many 
prejudices and stereotypes involve cultural or ethnic differences. This is referred to as racial bias. 
Racial bias can be both implicit and explicit. Implicit racial bias refers to the negative thoughts and 
stereotypes that are activated automatically by the mere presence of a member of an outgroup. It 
functions without a person’s awareness or control (Greenwald, & Banaji, 1995). Explicit racial bias 
is the negative thoughts and stereotypes about the outgroup of which a person is aware on a 
conscious level. Both implicit and explicit racial biases are influenced by affective and cognitive 
factors. Implicit racial bias essentially involves cognitive factors. This is reflected in automatic 
negative associations about the outgroup on a semantic level. Affective factors are much harder to 
determine for the implicit racial bias, but neuropsychological research has shown that there change  
a lot on affective level, but that is less noticeable (Lieberman, Hariri, Jarcho, Eisenberger & 
Bookheimer, 2005). At the explicit racial bias are both, the cognitive factors as the affective factors, 
well to distinguish and determine. 
When socio-economic choices are examined while looking at the distribution of money 
between two people of different groups, it appears that people who have stronger implicit racial bias 
are more likely to experience the distribution of money as unfair. Therefore, they are less willing to 
accept the offers of others from the outgroup (Stanley et al., 2011). This is because implicit racial 
bias is an unconscious process that negatively influences the sense of trust in the other person 
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belonging to the outgroup, as well as experiences and information about the other person. As a 
consequence of these influences on affective and cognitive factors, social decision-making is 
affected.            
 It is not just adolescents and adults who have their decisions influenced by implicit racial 
bias about the outgroup; children also seem to consider this in their decisions. When making social 
choices, children give preference to others who belong to the ingroup. As children get older, the 
distinction between the ingroup and the outgroup increases (Verkuyten & Thijs, 2001). Older 
children and adolescents have a stronger preference for the ingroup, so they often let their decisions 
be influenced by their implicit racial bias (Corenblum, 2003). 
 
1.2 Racial bias 
Both implicit racial bias and explicit racial bias can strongly influence behavior. However, 
there is not always a connection between implicit and explicit bias (Devine, Plant, Amodio, 
Harmon-Jones & Vance, 2002). Individuals are motivated to respond without prejudice, due to 
normative reasons. These individuals regulate their expressions of prejudices, and as a result there is 
no explicit racial bias shown. But they cannot control their implicit racial bias, because it is an 
automatic process. This is why implicit racial bias may occur without any explicit racial bias 
(Devine, Plant, Amodio, Harmon-Jones & Vance, 2002). Implicit and explicit racial biases manifest 
in different types of behavior. Implicit racial bias reflects more subtle and indirect manifestations of 
racial bias, and explicit racial bias reflects more direct manifestations of racial bias. The implicit 
racial bias influences behaviors that are more difficult to control or monitor (e.g., some nonverbal 
behaviors) or behaviors that individuals do not view as an indication of their racial bias and thus do 
not try to control. On the other hand, explicit racial bias influences well-considered behavior, for 
which people have the motivation and opportunity to weigh the costs and benefits of various 
courses of action (Dovidio, Kawakami & Gaertner, 2002).   
Implicit racial bias develops from the age of five (Quintana, 1998). By the time children 
reach the age of ten, they are able to distinguish between implicit and explicit racial bias. Explicit 
racial bias is reflected in children bullying other children from the outgroup. Implicit racial bias is 
reflected in children's unconscious behaviors, such as a preference for children from their own race, 
when they have to choose children to play with (Baron & Banaji, 2006). Whether children develop 
implicit racial bias and the strength of this bias partly depends on the implicit racial bias of the 
parents. This is consistent with social learning theory, which shows that people learn new patterns 
of behavior by observing others (Bandura, 1971). This agreement between parents and children is 
only applicable when there is a positive attachment relationship with parents (Sinclair, Dunn & 
Lowery, 2005). The same study also showed that implicit racial bias does not decrease as children 
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mature. In contrast, the explicit racial bias sometimes lessens with age. This is probably because 
people increasingly become more egalitarian, namely in adulthood. People with egalitarian goals 
inhibit stereotypes and prejudices, because the goal of being egalitarian is incompatible with use of 
stereotypes and prejudices (Moskowitz & Li, 2011).  
 
1.3 Empathy 
The extent to which people let their prejudices about others influence their social decision-
making depends on several characteristics the person possesses. Empathy is an important social 
skill in such cases. Empathy is the ability to empathize with another person (Finlay and Stephan, 
2000). This ability can break the psychological barrier between the ingroup and the outgroup 
(Lindsey, King, Hebl and Levine, 2014). This is because it allows one to empathize with another 
human being and understand how one would feel if he were placed in the same situation as a 
member of the outgroup. This decrease the "us versus them" mentality (Galinsky, Ku and Wang, 
2005). Research has shown that people will actually have a more positive attitude towards 
stigmatized groups when they have more empathy (Galinsky and Moskowitz, 2000).  
There are two components of the broader concept of empathy. There is a distinction between 
cognitive empathy and affective empathy. Cognitive empathy means the ability to understand the 
mental states of others. Affective empathy means having an emotional response to the feelings of 
others. According to research, affective empathy reduces prejudices, because individuals with 
strong affective empathy often experience feelings associated with the recognition of injustice when 
they encounter discrimination against the outgroup. These feelings ensure that these individuals will 
be less prejudiced (Dovidio, 2004). Cognitive empathy reduces stereotyping, because the member 
of the outgroup is understood better, which leads to more self-other merging (Galinsky & 
Moskowitz, 2000). As a result, many stereotypes vanish.  
In addition, empathy can directly influence cognitive processes involved in both the 
interpersonal and intergroup representations of the target group member. On the interpersonal level, 
this means that if an individual can empathize with even one person within a group, he or she will 
no longer have prejudices about the group as a whole. Thus, the experience with one person will be 
used to judge the group as a whole. At an intergroup level, it means that the individual sees no 
distinction between the multiple groups, which means that he or she sees an individual as from the 
same group as him- or herself. Thus, empathy can help change perceptions from seeing others as 
members of different groups to seeing them as members of a common group (Dovidio, 2004).                                                                                                      
 Children develop the awareness of other people having different thoughts than themselves 
from the age of 5. As the child gets older, she learns to actually empathize with the thoughts and 
feelings of others. From the age of 6, the child develops cognitive empathy, and from 12 years old 
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and onward, the child also applies cognitive empathy to social problems such as racial bias (Epley, 
Morewedge and Keysar, 2004). 
 
1.4 Current research 
As described above, social decisions can be affected by a bias. This is more likely to happen 
with an implicit bias, because older adolescents already have the ability to consciously lower their 
explicit bias. This is why their bias, if present, is more likely to be influenced by implicit processes. 
The societal bias against ethnic minorities is important to discuss, since young people who grow up 
in a minority group often feel more uncertain about themselves and experience more psychosocial 
problems (De Haan, Boon, Vermeiren & De Jong, 2012). It appears, however, that empathy can 
increase positive attitudes toward the outgroup, by ameliorating the effect of prejudice and 
stereotypes on social decision making. (Galinsky and Moskowitz, 2000).  
 Several studies on this topic have already been carried out. An experiment that is widely 
used in these studies is the ultimatum game. In the ultimatum game, two players divide a sum of 
money. The proposer determines how to split the money and the responder can accept or reject this 
offer. If the offer is rejected, both players get nothing (Zhang, 2013). Many of these studies were 
carried out in countries such as the United States.  
These investigations are not always generalizable to the Dutch population. For instance, 
there are cultural differences between American and Dutch people. In the United States research 
mainly compares white and black people, but in the Netherlands there are many different cultures, 
each of which has to deal with racial bias. Each country has different ethnic minorities, each of 
which has a negative image. This was proven after the attacks in the United States on 9/11. There 
developed a revulsion against Muslims, known as Islamophobia. In the Netherlands this has had a 
much more negative impact than in the United States. After the attacks, just over 30% of individuals 
in the Netherlands had negative thoughts about Muslims, while this figure was only around 17% in 
the United States (Van Wonderen & Wagenaar, 2015). This could possibly be explained by the 
difference in the number of Muslims who live in the Netherlands and the United States. Because in 
every country there are stereotypes and prejudices toward other cultures or races, it is important to 
carry out research in different countries with different ethnicities.  
 This research examines the effect of empathy on the relationship between racial bias and 
social decision-making. This investigation is done using the ultimatum game. The participants get 
offers from Moroccan and Dutch proposers. The participants can reject or accept those offers. If 
they reject the offer, both get nothing. The aim of this research is to find a relationship between 
racial bias and social decision-making, which depends on the degree of empathy. To investigate this, 
the following research questions are central to this research: Is there a difference in the rate of 
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acceptance between the Dutch offers and Moroccan offers? Is there a relationship between implicit 
racial bias and social decision-making, based on the difference in the acceptance, the slope, the 
indifference point and the reaction time? Is there a relationship between empathy and social 
decision-making, based on the difference in the acceptance rate, the slope, the indifference point 
and the reaction time? Is the relationship between racial bias and social decision-making dependent 
on the degree of empathy?          
 Based on the fact that adolescents have stronger ingroup preferences (Corenblum, 2003), the 
first hypothesis is that the adolescents of Dutch origin differentiate between unfair offers from the 
Dutch proposers (ingroup) and the Moroccan proposers (outgroup). It is expected that the 
participants accept more Dutch offers than Moroccan offers.  
The next hypothesis is that racial bias has a relation with social decision-making, based on 
the difference in acceptance, difference in slope, difference in the indifference point and difference 
in reaction time. This hypothesis is based on the fact that it appears that people who have an 
implicit racial bias are more likely to experience the distribution of money as unfair, and therefore 
they are less willing to accept the offers of the other from the outgroup (Stanley et al., 2011). Thus, 
the adolescents are also more sensitive to changes in the Moroccan offers than Dutch offers. The 
amount of money should be higher for Moroccan offers than Dutch offers to accept them, and the 
reaction time to accept should be the same or shorter for Moroccan offers than for Dutch offers.  
The third hypothesis is that empathy has a relationship with social decision-making. This 
means that empathy has a relationship with the difference in acceptance, difference of the slope, 
difference of the indifference point and difference in reaction time. This hypothesis is based on the 
fact that the ability to empathize can break the psychological barrier between the ingroup and the 
outgroup (Lindsey, King, Hebl and Levine, 2014). This means that participants with strong empathy 
do not make a distinction between the Moroccan offers and Dutch offers. 
The fourth hypothesis is that the relationship between racial bias and social decision-making 
is dependent on the degree of empathy. This means that empathy interfere in the relationship 
between  racial bias and social decision-making. This hypothesis is based on the fact that it appears 
that more empathy reduces stereotyping and prejudices (Todd, Bodenhausen, Richeson & Galinsky, 
2011). This means there is less talk of racial bias and a positive attitude is developed towards the 
person of the other ethnicity. This ensures that the choices that must be made with respect to the 
person of the other ethnicity are not affected by a racial bias.  
 
 
 
9 
 
Chapter 2 – Method 
 
2.1 Participants 
In this study a total of 45 participants took part in the experiment, with their ages ranging 
between 16 to 18 years. This age group was chosen because adolescence is a period when 
development takes place in the field of fairness preferences (Meuwese, Crone, Rooij and Guroglu, 
2015). The participants consisted of 21 boys and 24 girls. They were recruited by approaching high 
schools for this study. The adolescents under the age of 18 received a letter in which the parents had 
to give permission for active participation in this study. The adolescents from 18 years and older 
had to sign a consent form themselves. The demographic questionnaires showed that 94 percent of 
the participants were of Dutch origin. Table 1 provides an overview of the distribution of 
participants and the average ages and standard deviations.  
 
Table 1. Distribution of participants and the average ages and standard deviations 
 
 
 
Men                           21                         16.86                            .65 
Women                      24                         16.67                            .70 
Total                          45                         16.77                            .68 
  
 
2.2 Experiment 
The participants performed two different experiments. They started with the ultimatum 
game. In this experiment the participants repeatedly saw a profile on a computer screen that offers 
them a bid. The proposer who offered those bids was allowed to allocate 10 euros. The participant 
was the recipient. The offer was either fair, with an even distribution of the money, or an unfair 
offer with an uneven distribution of the money, meaning the participant received less than the other 
participant who offered a bid. The participants had to decide whether they accepted or rejected the 
offer. The explanation of the experiment clearly indicated that if the participant refused the offer, 
they both received nothing (Sanfey, 2003). The only information given to the participants about the 
proposers was the name of each proposer and the amount of pocket money each had. Under this 
information the offer of the proposer was shown. The offers they received were portrayed in two 
boxes. In one box was the number of coins given to the participant and in the other box was the 
                                   N 
Gender 
              Mean age                      SD                          
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number of coins that the proposer kept. There were a total of 169 trials; of these, there were 64 trials 
with Moroccan names, 64 with native names, 28 with other non-native names, and at the beginning 
there were 13 practice trials. The participants received only offers from boys, in order to eliminate 
the variable of gender.  
In the second experiment, called the implicit association test, the strength of the automatic 
associations of the participants between races and pleasant or unpleasant words were measured. The 
participants were given a screen with the word autochthonous on the top right-hand side and on the 
the word immigrant on the top left-hand side. A pleasant or unpleasant word was displayed in the 
middle of the screen. With the “p” and “q” buttons, the participants could make a choice between 
the two words that were most associated with the pleasant or unpleasant word. The response time 
predicted how strong the association was. The response time of a strong and unconscious 
association was much shorter (Greenwald, McGhee & Schwartz, 1998). A longer reaction time to 
accept or reject would indicate that the participants need to think more about if they would accept or 
reject, so they have more doubts about their decision. 
 
2.3 Questionnaire 
In addition to the experiments, the participants also completed questionnaires. First they 
completed a demographic questionnaire, in which, for example, they were asked about their dates of 
birth and ethnicities. In addition, they had to fill out the Dutch version of the EmQue questionnaire, 
to measure the level of empathy on three facets: (a) affective empathy, (b) cognitive empathy, and 
(c) prosocial motivation (Rieffe, Ketelaar & Wiefferink, 2010). The questionnaire consisted of 18 
items with 3-point scales (0 = not true, 1 = a little bit true, 2 = true). Examples of questions: “If my 
mother is happy, I also feel happy,” and "If a friend has an argument, I try to help.” The reliability 
of the EmQue is about 0.70 Cronbach’s alpha (Ketelaar, 2014).   
 
2.4 Procedure 
The data were collected at the school location. At school a classroom was made available for 
the experiment and all computers were made ready for use. Eight participants were tested each hour. 
After preparations, the participants were briefed about the research. It was emphasized that the 
survey was anonymous and that participation in the research was entirely voluntary. 
The participants had to do the two experiments first, and then they had to fill in the questionnaires. 
Due to a problem with the internet, the questionnaires were filled in on the participants' phones. As 
a thank-you, the participants received an eraser in the shape of a brain. After all the participants 
were tested, there were also a number of participants drawn who received the amount of money that 
they had accepted during the ultimatum game.  
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2.5 Statistics 
After all the data was collected, statistical tests were carried out in SPSS to answer the main 
research question. The first hypothesis was tested through descriptives and an independent T test.  
The second, third and fourth hypothesis were all tested through a hierarchical regression analysis. 
The difference scores of the acceptance, the difference score of the slope, the difference score of the 
indifference point and the difference score of the reaction time were all measured as dependent 
variables, with higher difference scores indicating more distinction between the Dutch proposers 
and Moroccan proposers. Implicit racial bias and cognitive empathy, affective empathy and 
prosocial motivation were used as independent variables. All these analyses were tested with a 
significance level of 0,05.  
 
Chapter 3 – Results 
3.1 Acceptance rates  
Before analyses were performed, it was examined first to what extent there were differences 
in the degree of acceptance of offers at the ultimatum game. The acceptance rate of the 64 Dutch 
offers was 51.5% (M = 32.91, SD = 16.79). The acceptance rate of the 64 Moroccan offers was 
51.3% (M = 32.82, SD = 16.82). This means that the combined acceptance rate of the 128 Dutch 
and Moroccan offers together was 51.4%. This result means that there was not a significant 
difference in acceptance rates between the Dutch offers and Moroccan offers; t(88)=.02, p >.050. 
 
Table 3. The total percentage accepted offers and the means and standard deviations 
Moroccan                  45                 64                          51.3                      32.82                    16.82                        
Dutch                         45                 64                          51.5                      32.91                    16.79 
Total                          45                128                         51.4                      32.87                    16.81                  
  
 
3.2 Modeling behavior  
To find out participants’ sensitivity to the fairness of offers and to determine the offer 
amount required for participants to accept an offer, data were fit using a logistic function. From the 
logistic curve, the slopes and point of indifferences were compared between the Moroccan and 
                                   N 
Accepted offers 
            Trials                                        Percent                Mean                           SD 
 
12 
 
Dutch proposers. The repeated measures ANOVAs revealed no significant differences in the slopes, 
F (1, 45) = 1.35, p = .252 and no significantly different points of indifference, F (1, 45) = 1.01, p = 
.319, between Moroccan and Dutch proposers. These results suggest that participants were not any 
more sensitive to changes in the offer amount, or that a larger offer amount was required to accept 
when offers came from Moroccan proposers rather than Dutch proposers.  
 
3.3 Racial bias and empathy  
To investigate whether empathy had an influence on the relationship between racial bias and 
social decision-making, racial bias and empathy were examined in relation to four factors: (a) the 
difference score of accepted bids (i.e. the difference between the proportion of Dutch offers and 
Moroccan offers accepted); (b) difference in slope (i.e., the difference in the degree of sensitivity to 
changes for Dutch versus Moroccan offers); (c) difference score of the indifference point (i.e., the 
difference in offer amounts that is required to accept for Dutch versus Moroccan offers); and (d) 
difference in reaction time (i.e., how much faster Dutch offers are accepted in comparison with 
Moroccan offers). In table 2 the correlations between these dependent and independent variables are 
shown. The racial bias appears to correlate with the difference in slope. This implies there is a 
relationship between the degree of racial bias and the difference in sensitivity to changes in the offer 
amount of Dutch and Moroccan proposers.  
 
Table 2. The correlations between the dependent variables and independent variables 
 
                       
Dependent variables 
Cognitive      Affective             Prosocial                   IAT 
                                         r          p                         r         p                    r         p                  r          p 
 
Acceptance**                 .21      .092                    .28     .058               .04     .821            .22       .142 
Slope**                          .00       .906                    .20     .203              -.11     .467            .34       .022 
Indifference point**       .17       .263                   .23      .138             -.10     .510           -.05       .726 
Reaction time**            -.11       .467                  -.16      .293              .02     .923           -.02       .909 
 
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
** The dependent variables are difference scores. 
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3.3.1 Accepted offers 
Whether racial bias and empathy have a relationship with the difference score of the 
accepted Dutch and Moroccan offers was examined first. The racial bias (β = .19; p = .218) turned 
out to have no significant relation with the difference score of the accepted Dutch and Moroccan 
offers. Cognitive empathy (β = .13; p = .430), affective empathy (β = .21; p = .219) and prosocial 
motivation (β = .05; p = .763) also turned out not to have a significant relationship with the 
difference between accepted Moroccan offers and Dutch offers. The interaction effects of racial bias 
and cognitive empathy (β = .15; p = .367) and racial bias and affective empathy (β = .10; p = .544) 
were also not significant. On the other hand, the interaction effect of racial bias and prosocial 
empathy (β = .38; p = .018) was significant. This means that higher levels of prosocial motivation 
made the link between the racial bias and the difference in accepted offers.  
Table 4. The betas and p-values, with difference in acceptance as the dependent variable. 
 Cognitive Affective Prosocial 
Step              β         p                                                                    β p β p           β         p 
                      
Step 1        
IAT            .19    .218 
              
Step 2 
IAT                                           .21      .195                    .18         .247                     .20       .213 
Empathy                                 .13       .430                    .21         .219                     .05       .763    
 
Step 3 
IAT                                         .21      .196                     .17         .274                   .29        .067 
Empathy                                .13      .441                     .24         .186                   .01        .928 
Interaction                            .15      .367                     .10         .544                   .38        .018 
  *Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
3.3.2 Offer sensitivity 
Second, whether racial bias and empathy have a relationship with the difference in slope for 
Dutch offers versus Moroccan offers was examined. Racial bias (β = .35; p = .016) had a significant 
relation with this difference. The cognitive empathy (β = -.11; p = .942), affective empathy (β = .14; 
p = .380) and prosocial motivation (β = -.07; p = .626) were found to have no significant link with 
the difference in slope. The interaction effects of racial bias and affective empathy (β = .032; p = 
.83), racial bias and cognitive empathy (β = .17; p = .237) and racial bias and prosocial empathy (β 
= .18; p = .238) were not significant.  
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Table 5. The betas and p-values, with difference in slope as dependent variable. 
 Cognitive Affective Prosocial 
Step              β         p                                                                    β p β p            β         p 
                   
Step 1        
IAT            -.35    .016 
              
Step 2 
IAT                                         .35      .019                  .34       .020                    .34       .021 
Empathy                               -.11     .942                  .14       .380                   -.07       .626    
 
Step 3 
IAT                                      .35      .018                 . 34        .023                   .38        .012 
Empathy                            -.01      .924                  .15        .373                  -.09       .549 
Interaction                         .17      .237                  .03        .834                   .18       .238 
 
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
3.3.3 Indifference point 
Third, it was analyzed whether racial bias and empathy have a relationship with the 
difference of the indifference point. Racial bias [β = .14; p = .361] turned out to not have a 
significant relationship. Cognitive empathy [β = .11; p = .502], affective empathy [β = .04; p = 
.838] and prosocial motivation [β = - .17; p = .295] also turned out to not have a significant relation. 
The interaction effects of racial bias and cognitive empathy [β = .05; p = .782], racial bias and 
affective empathy [β = .02; p = .920] and racial bias and prosocial motivation [β = .13; p = .415] 
were not significant.  
Table 6. The betas and p-values, with difference in indifference point as dependent variable. 
 Cognitive Affective Prosocial 
Step              β         p                                                                    β p β p           β         p 
                      
Step 1        
IAT            -.14    .361 
              
Step 2 
IAT                                        -.13      .402                -.15       .361                   -.16       .303 
Empathy                                .11      .502                  .04       .838                   -.17       .295    
 
Step 3 
IAT                                      -.13      .407                 -.14        .374                  -.19        .236 
Empathy                              .11      .529                   .03        .862                  -.15        .336 
Interaction                          .05      .782                  -.02       .920                   -.13        .415 
15 
 
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
3.3.4 Reaction time 
Finally, it was examined whether racial bias and empathy are linked with the difference in 
reaction time between the accepted Dutch and Moroccan offers. Racial bias (β = .00; p = .981) did 
not have a significant link. The cognitive empathy (β = -.09; p = .594), affective empathy (β = -.12; 
p = .486) and prosocial motivation (β = .02; p = .907) were not significant. The interaction effects 
of racial bias and cognitive empathy (β = .09; p = .596), racial bias and affective empathy (β = .11; 
p = .539) and racial bias and prosocial empathy were not significantly (β = .18; p = .300) linked. 
Table 7. The betas and p-values, with difference in reaction time as dependent variable. 
 
 Cognitive Affective Prosocial 
Step              β         p                                                                    β p β p           β         p 
                      
Step 1        
IAT             -.00    .981 
              
Step 2 
IAT                                      -.01      .939                  .00       .982                   -.00       .993 
Empathy                             -.09      .594                 -.12       .486                    .02       .907    
 
Step 3 
IAT                                    -.01      .940                 -.00        .977                   .04        .813 
Empathy                           -.09      .591                 -.10        .596                   .00        .984 
Interaction                        .09      .596                   .11        .539                   .18        .300 
 
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
Chapter 4 – Discussion 
 
4.1 Discussion 
 
The main goal of the current study was to examine the extent to which the relationship of 
racial bias and social decision-making depends on the degree of empathy. The study specifically 
examined the decisions regarding acceptance or refusal of Moroccan and Dutch offers.  
The first expectation was that the participants would accept Dutch offers rather than 
Moroccan offers. Contrary to expectation, there was no difference between the number of accepted 
Moroccan offers and accepted Dutch offers. A possible explanation for this outcome could be that 
the experimental manipulation with names did not work. Previous studies have used pictures. Facial 
features have a great effect on racial bias. This effect is caused by a strong neuroactivation of the 
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amygdala in the brain when the pictures are seen (Ronquillo, Denson, Lickel, Lu, Nandy & 
Maddox, 2007). It could be that names had less effect than facial features.   
Regarding the relationship between racial bias and social decision-making, racial bias was 
shown to only have a relationship with the difference in the degree of sensitivity to changes in the 
offers of Dutch proposers and Moroccan proposers. This means it is not proven that racial bias has a 
relationship with social decision-making, based on the difference in acceptance, difference in the 
indifference point and difference in reaction time. This means that there appears to be no 
relationship with the difference in acceptance of Moroccan offers or Dutch offers. There was also 
no relationship with the difference in offer amounts that was required for acceptance of the 
Moroccan offers and Dutch offers. As well, there was also no relationship with the difference in 
reaction time to accept the Moroccan offers or the Dutch offers. The participants said at the 
questionnaires that while making their choices, they were not aware of the different names from 
different ethnicities. They have thereby also made no distinction between different races. This 
ensures that even if there is an implicit racial bias, this bias is not reflected in the choices. This 
could be a possible explanation for this outcome.  
The third expectation was that empathy has a relation with social decision-making, based on 
the difference in acceptance, difference in slope, difference in the indifference point and difference 
in reaction time. This expectation was not proven in this study. Empathy had no influence on the 
difference in decisions between Dutch offers and Moroccan offers. An explanation for this could be 
that people who have strong empathy also have a high sense of fairness, because those are closely 
linked emotions (Frith, 2011). If this group of people gets an unfair offer they do not differentiate 
between, for example, Dutch offers and Moroccan offers. They will not accept an unfair offer, 
because of their high sense of fairness. As a result, their empathy has no influence on their decision-
making.  
 With regards to the last expectation, the study found that the relationship of racial bias to the 
difference in acceptance is dependent on the degree of prosocial motivation. A possible explanation 
for this could be that prosocial motivation mainly appeals to altruism and the extent to which a 
person is inclined to act in a socially desirable way. With regard to the fact that adolescents are very 
aware of their social status, it could be that the participants deliberately let their prosocial 
motivation play a role in the extent to which they let their racial bias influence their choice in 
accepting or declining the offers. On the contrary, this study could not prove that the relationship 
between racial bias and the difference in slope, difference in the indifference point and difference in 
reaction time was also dependent on prosocial motivation. Moreover, it could not prove that the 
relationship of racial bias with the difference in acceptance and the difference in slope, difference in 
the indifference point and difference in reaction time dependent on cognitive empathy or affective 
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empathy. A possible explanation for this result is the fact that neurological research has shown that 
people do not always activate their neural empathy response. People are more likely to activate their 
empathy to reduce their racial bias when they already have previous experience with a particular 
race (Cao, Contreras-Huerta, McFadyen & Cunnington, 2015). This could be the reason why 
cognitive and affective empathy did not affect the relationship between racial bias and social 
decision-making in this study.  
 
4.2 Limitations 
 As with any research, this investigation has its limitations. One limitation is the fact that 
many participants indicated that they were not aware that the proposers had Dutch names and 
Moroccan names. Perhaps this should be demonstrated more explicitly in future research, for 
example by giving more descriptions of the proposer, with an emphasis on the origin of the 
proposer. In addition, this study did not take into account the environment of the participants. In the 
questionnaire, it was not asked whether the participants, for example, have friends of different 
ethnicities. The fact that the school is white does not mean that the participants have no Moroccan 
friends, for example. It seems that the extent to which people interact with others of different 
ethnicities turns out to be a good predictor of how participants will make their decisions with regard 
to different races (Levy & Killen, 2008). In the next study it is important to take this into account. 
Third, it could be that the participants do not feel free to reply as they really thought, because there 
were constantly two researchers present in the area. One of the researchers was also of foreign 
origin, which could have ensured that the participants did not feel free to answer honestly. Letting 
the participants do the tasks individually in separate rooms could diminish this effect. They could 
then call the researchers only if they need help. Finally the limited number of subjects is a major 
limitation of the study. The study should be carried out again with a much larger group of subjects.  
For further research in this area, it could be interesting to develop a research question that 
takes gender differences into account. Gender differences in perceptions suggest that, relative to 
males, females are more likely to report higher levels of ethnic or cultural empathy (Cundiff & 
Komarraju, 2008). That is why this could make a difference in results. A second research question 
could have to do with different age groups. It appears that there is a difference in the effect of 
empathy between different ages (O’Brien, Konrath, Grühn, & Hagen, 2013). 
 
4.3 Conclusion 
The aim of this research was to find a relationship between racial bias and social decision-
making which depends on the degree of empathy. The adolescents turn out to make no distinction 
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between Dutch and Moroccan offers. Moreover, this study proves that racial bias only has a 
relationship with the difference in the degree to which adolescents are sensitive to changes in 
Moroccan offers and Dutch offers. This study could not prove that racial bias has a relationship with 
the other components of social decision-making. It also did not prove that empathy had a 
relationship with how adolescents make social decisions. On the other hand, this research showed 
that the relationship of racial bias to the difference in acceptance is only dependent on the degree of 
prosocial motivation. The relationship of racial bias with the other three components of social 
decision-making is not proven to be dependent on prosocial motivation. Finally, this study has not 
proven that the relationship of racial bias to social decision-making depends on cognitive empathy 
or affective empathy. Further research is needed in order to prove that racial bias and empathy play 
a role in social decision-making. 
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